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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-19 are pending and have been examined. 



Drawings 



1 . The drawings are objected to because multipart figures should be labeled with 
some sort of ascending letters or numerals (for example: Figure 5a, Figure 5b, Figure 
5c). Corrected drawing sheets are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet should 
include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if 
only one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing 
should not be labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the 
appropriate figure must be removed from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, 
the remaining figures must be renumbered and appropriate changes made to the brief 
description of the several views of the drawings for consistency. Additional replacement 
sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the remaining figures. The 
replacement sheet(s) should be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as 
per 37 CFR 1 .84(c)) so as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the 
changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of 
any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 



2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
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art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claims 5-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. In dependent claim 5 includes limitation "excluded set of data", which is not 
described in such a manner as to enable one of ordinary skill in the art to make and/or 
use the instant subject matter. Applicant's specification (page 9, lines 14-23) describes 
an illogical sequence of events in which an element is included in either an excluded set 
or an included set based upon a criterion. The criterion is whether an element is 
included in an excluded set. Thus, by being "included" within the excluded set the 
element should be placed in an "included set". See below, second paragraph and prior 
art rejections, for interpretation of claim language. 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 5-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. In dependent claim 5 includes limitation "excluded 
set of data", which is not described in such a manner as to particularly and distinctly 
claim the instant subject matter. Thus the limitation is interpreted as stating a set of 
data either being empty (excluded set) or not empty (included set), see below 
rejections. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Shapiro et al. 
(USPN 4,899,128). 

Claim 3 

Shapiro disclosed a method of analyzing a plurality of strings of data derived from at 
least one data processing device (column 1, lines 5-10), comprising: 

♦ initializing said data, said act of initializing including creating a symbol array 
(column 1, lines 35-44; figure 1; initialization in the sense that an operation is 
performed on the strings before comparison)] 

♦ analyzing said strings of data based at least in part on said symbol array 
(column 2, lines 18-43)] and 

♦ identifying at least one relationship between one or more of said data within 
one or more of said strings (column 2, lines 18-43). 
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8. Claim 5 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kernighan et 
al., "The Practice of Programming". 

Claim 5 

Kernighan disclosed a method of identifying differences within a plurality of data inputs 
associated with at least one data processor (page 149-150, note regression testing), 
comprising: 

♦ providing a plurality of data inputs having at least one data string associated 
therewith (page 149-150, second paragraph under "Automate regression 
testing" section)] 

♦ processing those inputs of said plurality that do not share any of said at least 
one data strings with other of said inputs (processing being sufficiently broad 
as to have virtually no meaning; the strings are by default "processed" in 
some manner by being involved in a method/process)] 

♦ determining whether an excluded set of data is empty (excluded set of data is 
interpreted as a set of data which is empty; thus the excluded set of data is 
inherently determined empty; further, the set of data is interpreted as the set 
holding inputs to be "worked" upon, which must inherently exist in Kernighan 
as the set of all inputs)] and 

♦ if said excluded set of data is not empty, identifying said differences using 
respective members of an included set as said plurality of inputs (included set 
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of data is interpreted as being the above set of data which is not empty or in 
other words having inputs; given the above two limitations, when there exists 
inputs to be "worked" upon they are in the data set thus making it not empty 
and then "work" must be performed on those inputs). 

10. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Baird et al. 
(USPN 5,848,264). 

Claim 19 

Baird disclosed a multi-processor integrated circuit device (figures 7-8), comprising: 

♦ a first processor core adapted to run a first software process, said first 
software process adapted to generate a first string of data (column 2, lines 
38-40)\ 

♦ a second processor core adapted to run a second software process said 
second software process adapted to generate a second string of data 
(column 2, lines 38-40)\ 

♦ at least one data interface, wherein said first and second processors 
respectively transfer data comprising said first and second strings to an 
external debug process adapted to identify similarities and differences 
between the operation of said first and second [software] processes on said 
first and second processors, via said at least one interface (figures 7-8; and 
column 6, lines 32-39). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 1 and 15-18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kernighan et al., "The Practice of Programming" (page 149-150) in view of Baird 
et al. (USPN 5,848,264). 

Claim 1 

Kernighan disclosed a method of formatting a plurality of strings of data, comprising: 

♦ initializing the data in each of said strings (page 149-150, starting the 
method)] 

♦ finding the differences between said strings (page 149-150, section 
"Automate regression testing")] and 

♦ providing said differences in a display to a user (required of debugging and 
testing systems). 

Kernighan did not explicitly state processes running on respective ones of a plurality of 
digital processors. Baird demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to 
debug processes from several CPU cores, digital processors (column 5, lines 16-27; 
column 6, lines 32-39; figure 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art at the time of invention to implement the comparison debugging/testing of 
Kernighan with multiple processors as found in Baird's teaching. This implementation 
would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
increase debug/test capacity for quicker more efficient execution (Baird: column 2, 
lines 38-40). 

Claim 15 

Kernighan disclosed a method adapted to run at least one software process thereon 

(page 149-150), comprising: 

running at least a portion of said at least one software process for a first time 

(page 149-150, first paragraph under section "Automate regression testing")] 

obtaining a first output from said at least one process (page 149-150, first and 

second paragraph under section "Automate regression testing"); 

running said at least portion of said at least one software process a second time 

(page 149-150, first and second paragraph under section "Automate regression 

testing")] 

obtaining a second output from said at least one process (page 149-150, first and 
second paragraph under section "Automate regression testing")] and 
identifying difference within said first and second output (page 149-150, second 
paragraph under section "Automate regression testing") 
Kernighan did not explicitly state diesigning and modifying a processing device's 
design. Baird demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to design 
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processing devices (column 1, lines 13-21; and column 2, lines 38-40;) and test them. 
Kernighan clearly indicated modifying "versions" of a system under test. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the 
testing automation system of Kernighan with testing processing devices and 
redesigning them as development advanced as suggested by Baird's and Kernighan's 
teachings. This implementation would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill 
in the art would be motivated to reduce errors both in code and in hardware (Baird: 
column 1, lines 13-21). 

Claim 16 

Kernighan and Baird disclosed the method of Claim 15, further comprising 

♦ comparing said differences to at least one predetermined criterion 
(Kernighan: page 149-150, at least first paragraph under section "Automate 
regression testing", last sentence; comparing against expected behavior)] and 

♦ evaluating the acceptability of said modifications based at least in part on said 
act of comparing (Kernighan: page 149-150, at least first paragraph under 
section "Automate regression testing", last sentence; determining if 
appropriate new version). 

Claim 17 

Kernighan disclosed a method of evaluating the operation of a plurality of software" 
processes (page 149-150), comprising: 
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♦ generating a first data string using a first of said plurality of software 
processes (page 149-150; note third paragraph under "Automate regression 
testing" section): 

♦ generating a second data string using a second of said plurality of software 
processes (page 149-150; note third paragraph under "Automate regression 
testing" section)] 

♦ inputting said first and second data strings into a debug software process 
(page 149-150; note third paragraph under "Automate regression testing" 
section)] 

♦ analyzing said first and second data strings using said debug process (page 
149-150; note third paragraph under "Automate regression testing" section)] 
and 

♦ evaluating the operation of said processes based at least in part on said act 
of analyzing (page 149-150; note third paragraph under "Automate regression 
testing" section) 

Kernighan did not explicitly state processes running on respective ones of a plurality of 
digital processors, Baird demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to 
debug processes from several CPU cores, digital processors (column 5, lines 16-27; 
column 6, lines 32-39; figure 3). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of invention to implement the comparison debugging/testing of 
Kernighan with multiple processors as found in Baird's teaching. This implementation 
would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 



Application/Control Number: 09/805,423 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 2124 

increase debug/test capacity for quicker more efficient execution (Baird: column 2, 
lines 38-40). 

Claim 18 

Kernighan and Baird disclosed the method of Claim 17, wherein the act of analyzing 
comprises: 

(i) identifying common patterns within at least one first portion of said first and 
second data strings (Kernighan: page 149-150; note second paragraph under 
"Automate regression testing" section): and 

(ii) identifying differences within at least one second portion of said first and 
second data strings (Kernighan: page 149-150; note second paragraph under 
"Automate regression testing" section) 

13. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kernighan et al., "The Practice of Programming" (page 149-150) in view of Baird et al. 
(USPN 5,848,264) as applied above and in further view of Shapiro (USPN 4,899,128) 
in further view of Aho et al., "Compilers Principles, Techniques, and Tools". 

Claim 2 

Kernighan and Biard did not explicitly state the method of Claim 1, wherein the act of 
initializing comprises: 
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♦ creating a symbol table having a plurality of symbol numbers associated 
therewith (Shapiro: figure 1, column 1, lines 35-44, column 2, lines 58-65)\ 

♦ for each of said input strings, determining whether said each string is present 
in said symbol table (Shapiro: column 2, lines 40-44)\ and 

♦ if said each string is present in said symbol table, obtaining at least one 
symbol number for said string from said symbol table (Shapiro: column 2, 
lines 40-44). 

Shapiro demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to perform the above 
(as noted above). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of invention to implement the testing and comparing system of Kernighan and 
Biard with a symbol table as found in Shapiro's teaching. This implementation would 
have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to 
provide a common (and thus easily implemented) data structure (symbol tables) for 
housing information (which must be housed for manipulation of the computer 
implemented method). Further, Shapiro clearly indicates using symbol tables for 
comparing data (column 1, lines 35-44). 

Shapiro did not explicitly state creating said symbol array having at least one element 
fore each of said strings. Aho demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention 
to create and array with elements for multiple strings (page 431, figure 7.32(b)). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the' time of invention to 
implement the string symbol table system of Shapiro with an expandable symbol array 
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as found in Ahos teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a data structure capable of 
flexibility in the face of unknown future string lengths (Aho: page 429, paragraph 3, 
under section 7.6) and efficiency of memory usage (Aho: page 431 , first paragraph, 
sentences 2 and 3). 

14. Claims 4 and 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shapiro (USPN 4,899,128) in further view of Aho et al., "Compilers Principles, 
Techniques, and Tools". 

Claim 4 

Shapiro disclosed the method of Claim 3, wherein the act of initializing comprises: 

♦ creating a symbol table having a plurality of symbol numbers associated 
therewith (Shapiro: figure 1, column 1, lines 35-44, column 2, lines 58-65)] 

♦ for each of said input strings, determining whether said each string is present 
in said symbol table (Shapiro: column 2, lines 40-44)\ and 

♦ if said each string is present in said symbol table, obtaining at least one 
symbol number for said string from said symbol table (Shapiro: column 2, 
lines 40-44). 

Shapiro did not explicitly state creating said symbol array having at least one element 
fore each of said strings, Aho demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention 
to create and array with elements for multiple strings (page 431 , figure 7.32(b)). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
implement the string symbol table system of Shapiro with an expandable symbol array 
as found in Aho's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a data structure capable of 
flexibility in the face of unknown future string lengths (Aho: page 429, paragraph 3, 
under section 7.6) and efficiency of memory usage (Aho: page 431 , first paragraph, 
sentences 2 and 3). 

Claim 11 

The limitations of claim 1 1 correspond to the limitations of data processing device claim 
12, and as such are rejected in the same manner here. 

Claim 12 

Shapiro disclosed a data processing device, comprising: 

♦ a processor adapted to process digital data and execute a computer program 
(column 1, background)] 

♦ a storage device in data communication with said processor (column 1, 
background), said storage device comprising: 

♦ a computer readable medium (column 1, background, the necessary 
storage device)] and 

♦ a computer program stored on said computer readable medium, said 
program being adapted for analyzing a plurality of strings of data derived 
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from at least one data processing device according to the method (column 
1, background) comprising: 

♦ initializing said data, (column 1, lines 35-44; figure 1; initialization in the 
sense that an operation is performed on the strings before 
comparison)', 

♦ analyzing said strings of data based at least in part on said symbol 
array (column 2, lines 18-43)\ and 

♦ identifying at least one relationship between one or more of said data 
within one or more of said strings (column 2, lines 18-43). 

Shapiro did not explicitly state creating said symbol array having at least one element 
fore each of said strings. Aho demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention 
to create and array with elements for multiple strings (page 431, figure 7.32(b)). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
implement the string symbol table system of Shapiro with an expandable symbol array 
as found in Aho's teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because 
one of ordinary skill in the art would be motivated to provide a data structure capable of 
flexibility in the face of unknown future string lengths (Aho: page 429, paragraph 3, 
under section 7.6) and efficiency of memory usage (Aho: page 431 , first paragraph, 
sentences 2 and 3). 
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15. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kernighan et al., "The Practice of Programming" (page 149-150) in view of Aho et al., 
"Compilers Principles, Techniques, and Tools".. 

Claim 9 

Kernighan disclosed for each of said inputs, adding the input to an excluded set (as 
indicated above a data set; clearly Kernighan adds inputs to the data set as an 
indication to perform the comparison method upon the input; data set for holding inputs 
to be "worked" upon), 

Kernighan did not explicitly state the method of Claim 5, wherein the act of processing 
comprises: 

♦ clearing a symbol counts array; 

♦ for each of said strings in each of said inputs, incrementing the symbol count; 

♦ for each of said string in each of said inputs, determining the symbol count for 
that string; and 

Aho demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to initialize/clear an array 
to include strings (page 431, figure 7.32(b)) and incrementing and determining a symbol 
count for a string (required pointer to string location). It would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the data comparison 
system of Kernighan with symbol array as found in Aho's teaching. This 
implementation would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill in the art would 
be motivated to provide a data structure for storing data to be manipulated as a program 
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(computer implemented method) is running, the symbol table/symbol array system is 
clearly a well known means of accomplishing data storage and thus easily implemented. 

16. Claims 13-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shapiro (USPN 4,899,128) in further view of Aho et al., "Compilers Principles, 
Techniques, and Tools" in further view of Baird et al. (USPN 5,848,264). 

Claim 13 

Shapiro and Aho did not explicitly state the device of Claim 12, further comprising a 
plurality of data interfaces adapted to receive said data strings from respective ones of a 
plurality of software processes running on respective ones of a plurality of data 
processors. Baird demonstrated that it was known at the time of invention to debug 
processes from several CPU cores, digital processors and thus interfaces (column 5, 
lines 16-27; column 6, lines 32-39; figure 3). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to implement the comparison 
debugging/testing of Shapiro and Aho with multiple processors as found in Baird s 
teaching. This implementation would have been obvious because one of ordinary skill 
in the art would be motivated to increase debug/test capacity for quicker more efficient 
execution (Baird: column 2, lines 38-40). 
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Claim 14 

Shapiro, Aho and Baird disclosed the device of Claim 13, further comprising said 
plurality of data processors (see claim 12). 
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